
tewSteve Horn for Congress 
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Mr. F. Andrew Turley 
Supervisory Attorney 
Central Enforcement Docket 
Federal Election Commission 
999 E. Street, N. W. 
Washington, D. C. 20463 

Long Beach, CA 98807 
(562) 492-9388 

Septem&::3, -.. . 1998 . .  

RE: MUR 4786 

Dear Mr. Turley, 

This letter is in response to your letter of August 17, 1998 which was postmarked August 
18 and received by us on August 2 1. We are submitting our response within the 15 day timeline 
requested and this is being sent via Federal Express (I discussed the timeline and thc acceptable 
methods of sending this with Ms. Alva Smith on September 2). Please consider this letter as the 
response to all copies of your letter that were sent to us. 

The Peter Mathews campaign alleges that the letter sent out by this campaign on March 
17, 1998 violates the anti-solicitation provisions of the sale or use restriction ( 2  U. S. C. 438(a) 
(4); Sec. 104.15 of the Code of Federal Regulations for Federal Elections). The claim is without 
merit and the commission should reject the complaint for the reasons set forth below. 

1. Constitutional and Legal Basis for our Actions: 

1) The Steve Horn for Congress Committee has an absolute First Amendment right to engage in 
unrestricted political speech with any and all persons and organizations with which it wishes to 
communicate. 

2) The clear language of the provision at issue prohibits solicitation of contributions. We have 
sent two other letters (one in 1994 md one in June of this year; both are enclosed for your 
review) similar to the letter of March 17. Each letter sent out clearly states that it is not a 
solicitation of contributions. The language of the sale or use restriction is unambiguous. Our 
disavowal of any intent to solicit contributions is similarly unambiguous. No other materials that 
might have misled recipients (such as a remittance envelope) were ever enclosed with our 
communications. 

3) Although I knew, based on the First Amendment and the ciear language of the sale or use 
restriction, that we would be on solid ground sending such a non-solicitation mailing, i am an 
extremely cautious person and always check and double-check with the Commission before 
doing anything for the first time to ensure that I have not missed something. I am a frequent 
caller to the Commission and always make a note of any advice received (and I assume that the 
Commission keeps track of inquiries, as does the Office of Advice and Education of the House). 



page two 

. .  

.. 

. .  

Accordingly. on December 17. izinetee~ hirrzdred urid ninefy-three, I called the 
Information Specialist division and spoke with the always-helpful Ms. Dorothy Yeager. She said 
that it was permissible to wite  to names derived from reports of receipts as long as one did not 
solicit contributions. We discussed the specific language of the sale or use restriction. 

On June IO, nineteen hundred cmdnine/y$~ztr--i.e., immediately prior to sending out our 
first such letter on June IS, 1994-4 called the Information Specialist division and spoke with Ms. 
Kathleen Martin. who is also very helpful, to ask her three questions. 1 asked about the limits on 
national party financing of Congressional candidates (an issue given Mr. Mathews‘ claims. about 
which see below). the proper wording of the disclaimer (you will note that the 1994 letter was 
paid for by a contributor and authorized by our Committee), and I asked again about the 
Commission’s position on mailing a non-solicitation communication to names derived from 
reports of receipts. She explained the limits, the proper disclaimer language and said, regarding 
the last question. that as long as “you don’t solicit contributions. you’re OK.’‘ under the 
provisions of the sale or use restriction, which we went over together. That is why, in each of the 
three letters we have sent. we have made it clear that we are not soliciting contributions. We 
could have simply remained silent and still been on solid legal ground. We have chosen to be 
explicit so that there is no doubt. 

4) Knowing that no such violation of the sale or use restriction took place. the Mathews 
complaint therefore engages in an Orwellian rewriting of the English language. ‘Thus the clear 
language of the statute regarding soliciting conrribzrfions beconies reinterpreted into ”negative 
solicitations’’ which is defined as asking someone not to do something. 

The meaning of solicitation in the sale or use restriction is clear. I t  applies to the 
solicitation of contributions. The absurdity of this new definition c,m be illustrated by a 
hypothetical case. To take a completely random exampee with, I am sure. absolutely no relation 
to any of the personalities involved in this case: 

Suppose there were two professors at a college. One is notorious for soliciting his 
students for dates and sex. Let‘s call him--in this hypothetical example in which names and 
designations have been chosen entirely at random--Professor M. There is another Professor-- 
let’s call him Professor H--who is an honorable individual who does not solicit his students for 
dates or sex. Professor H. hearing of the improper behavior by Professor M, tells a student who 
asks for advice that it would be wrong to engage in such behavior with Professor RI. 1.et’s say 
that Professor H’s sense of honor is so offended that he goes further and announces Lo one and all 
that it is wrong for students to date or have sex with their professors, including Prokssor M. 
According to the tortured construction of the sale or use restriction by the Mathews campaign. 
Professor H is just as guilty of soliciting students as Professor M. Why? Because. mu/utis 
mii~andis., “asking students to not sleep with a professor constitutes a form of solicitation ...” The 
absurdity refutes itself. 

Thus. on Constitutional grounds, statutory construction grounds. evidenti,ary grounds. and 
logical grounds, this frivolous complaint should be dismissed. 
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Although 1 suspect that the Commission would reject the complaint solely based on the 
infomiation submitted by the Mathews campaign. not to mention any of the four reasons 
enumerated above in Section 1, I take the spirit and the letter of the Commission's role very 
seriously, and wanted to provide some background information as to why the Horn campaign 
sent out the March 17, 1998 letter as well as the original June 15, 1994 letter, and the June 4. 
1998 letter. 

Here is the background: 

1) Mr. Mathews has an unfortunate and chronic habit of lying. He lies with the ease and 
frequency with which other people breathe. He lies about himself. He lies about his opponents. 
He lies about easily documented facts such as the composition of this district or even how long 
he has lived here. And. he lies about campaign finance: his own. his opponent's. and the laws 
regulating it. Although his lies vary and are truly inventive. they all have one purpose: to fu:ther 
his unsuccessful 70-year quest to be elected to any office and to help him raise money or gain 
votes to achieve that end. 

2) In 1994. Mr. Mathews, who was the Democratic nominee for the 38th Congressional District 
(as he is again this year; he was beaten In the primaries in 1992 and 1996 and has only been the 
nominee when no one else bothered to enter the Democratic primary), engaged in a series of 
outright lies to raise money for his campaign. One of the lies was that he would receive 
"matching funds" from the Democratic Party if he raised $200,000 by June 30 of that year. Hc 
ako engaged in a series of lies about my father's positions on India, the composition of the 
district, and his own chances of winning. 

The purpose of these lies (and inany others) was to convince Indian-Americans--who 
formed virtually the entire base of Mr. Mathews' contributors--to donate to the Mathews 
canipaign. Obviously, we felt strongly about this and so did many of our Indian-American 
supporters. Our Indian-American supporters urged us to get the truth out to the Indian-American 
community as they felt many people were being taken advantage of by the deceptive and 
dishonest practices of Mr. Mathews (see relevant enclosures). 

3) We knew. however. that attempts to notify the Indian-American community through the 
Indian-American press would probably be unsuccessful given their overwhelming, and very 
understandable. support for Mr. Mathews' candidacy as a standard-bearer for the Indian- 
American community. We knew that to get the word out, we needed to communicate directly 
with those who were likely to support Mr. Mathews. To do that. we wanted to not only notify 
the Indian-American press. but also several groups of Indian-American political activists and 
physicians. We also wanted to notify those who had already been misled into contributing to Mr. 
Mathews' campaign because of the matching funds ruse, the lies about my father, the district, or 
Mr. Mathews' chances of winning. All letters, beginning with the one in 1994, were released 
publicly and sent to a wide variety of people. 
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111. The History of Dishonest Complaints and Charges by Mr. Mathews: 

Those who do not h o w  Mr. Mathews, and his long record of dishonesty and game- 
playing, might wonder why he did not file such a complaint sooner--when the March 17 letter 
was issued earlier this year, or in 1994 when the first such letter was issued. In all cases, he was 
aware of the letters as soon as they were received and has engaged in his usual dishonest 
denunciations of the people who had tlie courage to support my father. 

Why then, did he not complain to the FEC four months or four years ago? There are two 
reasons: 1) he knows that he has absolutely no case and therefore, 2 )  he is now attempting to use 
the Commission to create an issue to camuaian 0x1, and wants to be able to say in the last two 
months of the campaign--without the matter being formally resolved-that “Horn is being 
investigated by the FEC for illegal actions.” 

Indeed. I knew something like your letter would be coming prior to receiving it, because I 
had been tipped off that Mathews was running around town saying just what I quoted above and 
other variations on the same theme. That is why he delayed filing this complaint for four months 
(and did not bother to complain at all four years ago when he thought he could smear us with 
another lie re campaign finance, about which more below). 

The proof of this assertion is shown by the previous behavior of Mr. Mathews in making 
other unfounded and untimely allegations such as the “Great Postal Conspiracy of 1994” (see 
enclosed documentation). In the last week of’ December. 1995, filily 13 months $er the 1994 
election, Mr. Mathews invented the ludicrous story that he only lost in 1994 (by the huge margin 
of 21 percent) because the United States Postal Service had engaged in a conspiracy--presumably 
at the behest of the all-powerful Steve Horn for Congress CommitFee--lo not deliver 500,000 
pieces of mail that Mathews alleged he sent. Needless to say. the charges were groundless and 
you can inquire of the people at the USPS just how groundless they were. 

The point is that Mathews waited until there was another campaign before raising the 
issue. The beginning of the I996 primary campaign was in late December, 1995 (when filing 
closed) because of California’s early primary in March. 1996. Mathews had opposition and 
ultimately lost as he has lost every time he has faced any competition. In other words, Mr. 
Mathews behaves exactly the opposite than one would if one had a legitimate case. But it is 
exactly the same way he is behaving now: he saw no need to file a complaint in March of this 
year because he had no opposition in the primary and decided to wait until he could better exploit 
the Commission‘s procedures and timeline. As for the charge by Mr. Mathews that our letter 
contained “half-truths and outright disinformation” he has never provided documentation to 
support that claim--because he knows none exists. If he had a real case on those grounds, then 
his proper venue would be a court of law in an action for libel. 

Finally, there i s  one other bit of information that the Commission should be aware of 
regarding the use and niisuse of campaign reporting documents. The purpose of the disclosure 
rules of the Act was to better inform the public as to who was giving to campaigns and as to how 
much was being given. The goal. in short. was the :ruth. All of the letters for Steve Horn at 
issue hew-and all of our campaign communications in general--are consistent not only with the 
letter of the law but with the spirit of why the Commission and the disclosure laws were 
established in the first place. Our belief is that the more people know. the better Steve Horn will. 
do. Full and true information, in other words, is good politics. 
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Mr. Mathews. on the other hand, has shown contempt for the work of the Commission. 
This is proven by his inaccurate and misleading reports (one interesting thing about the mailings 
we have done is how many came back with either “no such number” “no such street” “attempted, 
unknown“ etc.). by his effort to use the work of the Commission as a campaign issue by filing 
this complaint long after any legitimate complaint would have been filed, and in his deliberate 
lies--there is no other word--about campaign finance. 

I mentioned the matching funds exaniple above. Another example. which shows just how 
dishonest Mr. Mathews is, was his repeated lie during the 1994 campaign that my father “has 
accepted thousands of PAC dollars,” despite Steve Ilorn’s well-known policy of not taking any 
PAC money. I have enclosed a few examples of hit pieces by Mathews showing the charge. 
Mathews deliberately misused the information reported on the E index despite being given full 
documentation proving that we had returned all PAC checks undeposited (we had letters from 
each PAC listed on the E index stating this). He was given this information well in advance of 
the election and continued lying right to the end. Thus the editorial in the normally inild- 
mannered Long Beach Pr.es.r-Tclegr.cim on election day of 1994. 

I realize that my response could have ended with Section I above (or indeed. could even 
have been confined to any one of the four points made there). I apologize for going on at such 
length (you may find this hard to believe but these are only a few of Mr. Mathevrs‘ lies--I have a 
filing cabinet drawer full of the others). The purpose was to urge you to reject this frivolous 
complaint swiftly and not allow the normal processes of the Commission to be turned into a false 
and misleading campaign issue. In short, someone \+ho has shown consistent contempt ibr the 
truth, and for the work of the Commission, should not be allowed to further misuse the campaign 
finance laws by using a groundless complaint as “proof’ that an honorable man. and an 
honorable committee. are “under investigation for illegal activity.” I inkite you to examine our 
record in reporting and compliance. especially as compared to the egregious record of the 
candidate filing this frivolous complaint. 

Thank you for your time and your consideration. If you need any additional information, 
please do not hesitate to call or write. The phone and address are listed on the letterhead. 

Kindest rcgards. 

yohn S.  Horn, Jr. 
Treasurer 
Steve Horn for Congress Committee 

Enclosures: 
June 15. 1993 h e r  
June 4. 1998 letter 
Documentation re “matching funds” 
Documentation re “Great Postal Conspiracy of 1994” 
Documentation re “Horn takes PAC money” 

Paid for b? the Steve Horn for Congress Cummittce. Nul printed, processed, or mailed at taxpaycrigovcmment exppnsr. 



Dear FeUow Indm-American, 
June 15, 1994 - 

w e  write today to ask you for monq or smnythiig dse, but simply to tell yoom adbut om &$end, 
Steve Horn, an outstanding Congressman from Long Beach, California (38th District). We have ~ IQW-Q 

worked with, and been friends of Steve Horn for over 10 ye=. We we proud to support him, 'We Xg, 
also pleased that he has wide support in the Pndian-ArneAczm physician C Q ~ ~ Q  a wdl. Pjraresh 
Saxena, M.D. has said: 

+ 

"I have had a lengthy meeting with Steve Horn and discussed issues of concern to hdian- 
American physicians. I know Congressman Horn to be not only a man of great integrity md 
intelligence but also one who has a deep understanding of health care issues and the needs 
of physicians-including Indian-American physicians, It is my personal opinion tbat Indian- 
American physicians and the country wil l  be best served if Congressman How k re-elected." 
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Steve Horn was born poor and, through hard work, has achieved a great de&. He worked w q  
through college, has authored three boob on Congress, and he has been involved h national iaffairs for 
over 30 years. He is the son of an i d  nt and share5 OUT values 5f family, hard work, and sonm~rmity. 

Before becoming a Congressman, Steve was President of M o m k t  State U~6versity, ]Long Beach 
for 18 years. He was known as a fair leader of high standards. Mis emphasis was on qudity. 'That i s  why 
so many of the foreign-bow faculty-inclludisrg mmy from India--support him so strsngiy. He always dealt 
with us based on merit m d  achievement. 

__  - 

I I 

j 

Steve Horn not only has many Indian friends, Steve Morn i s  a Mend of India. Long before he got 
into politics, Steve visited India three times to speak to Indian unhersities and schools about education, 
democracy, and human rights. 

YOU may have received material asking you XO support Peter Mathews. If YOU wish to support Mr. 
Mathews over Steve Horn, that is your choice, but we hope that before yon support Steve's opponent YOU 

will bake a close look at the qualifications of the two and compare them. Please consider these facts: 

I 

Contrary to what you may have been told, Steve Horn does not snpport, and has never s ~ p ~ ~ ~ ~ ,  
the dismemberment of India. What he does support is human rights-whether in India, China, P&tan, 
the Middle East, PT the L l d d A J s  . Indeed, much of his He has been spent workring for civil and 
human rights here in the United States. 

Steve Horn is a mahstream Republican of high m o d  character (he is one of only about 35 
members of Congress who does not take any money from Politid Adon Commhes). He k respected 
by his peen and by his constituents. His achievements in his Brst term are very ~~~~~s~~~ His stu 
in his District is very strong-as you would expect it to be for one who has Iivecl in &e DiStrkt for 24 
and participated so much in the life of the community. 

In contrast, Mr. Mathews has lived in this District for only a short h e  ( 
office and lost in the Democratic priafary in 1992). Steve Horn io P foranidfable 
omce in 1992 against a well-known, hcRunbent Long &ml$ City GDlpnc 
his campaign (at least $lOO,aoO more than Steve spat) and stm 1QSb 

M e ,  pkm? 



Although Democrats cornti slight majority in the 38th Con Steve Horn is 
incredibly popular in his Distr' anyone to get 
into the race. Well known Derhaats  did not run precisely because mey thought Steve Horn could not 
be-beaten. You can imagine that if Steve Morn were vulnerable, tfiere would have been a line of 
Democrats from the 38th District anxious to challenge him. 

ed, the Democratic party did 

Even though Mr. Mathews was the only candidate on the Democratic side in the June primary, 23% 
of the Democrats who voted chose not to vote for him. Under the circumstances what one must 
understand is that the combined vote of the Republican candidates was than that for Mr. 
Mathms. Those registered as Independents (25,000 strong) will be voting ia November and Steve Mom's 
philosophy and personality are particularly appealing to Independent voters. Democrats will have a choice 
in November-they did not have a choice in the primary-and many are already supporting Steve Horn as 
the best candidate. 

There is IP mqjor gmup of prominent Democrats who are publicly endorsing snd supporting Steve 
Horn. This group is led by, among others: Fred Chel, a well-respected farmer Democraltc Member of 
the California State Assembly; Renee Simon, a former City Comdwomaa from Long Beach; Dr. Edward 
Sussman, the Superintendent or" Schoois in DQWEY, which is &e second iiirgest city in the District; Robert 
Fronke. the former City Auditor of Long Beach; and Dr. Don Westerland, the director of one of the 
largest charities in the area. These are &e leaders of "Democrats for Worn" a groiip that started in 1992 
and will be very prominent in 1994. Thousands of Democrats will be Wing for Steve Horn. 

Peter Mathews' Iack of support in this District is shown by the fact that since the day after the 
November 3, 1992 election-and he has been running M time since then-he has convinced ~algr &Q 
people in this District to contribute to him. Indeed, it is precisely because Mr. Mathews has virtually no 
support in this District that he turns to you for assistance. 

You may have been told that the Democratic Party would give Mr. Mathews 'matching funds' if 
he raises $mW,WO. This is false. Neither the Democratic nor the Republican parties give matching fimds. 
Indeed, the Democratic and Republican parties are from giving more than a fixed 
amount to any candidate for Congress. Candidates who get money &om either party are the rare 
exception and normally must be in an outstanding position to win. Peter Mathews is not siich a 
candidate. 

You may have read than Mr. Mathews has been endorsed by the NAACP (India Abroad, April 8, 
1994, page 16). T h i s  claim is simply false. The NAACP does not endorse any candidate for any office. 

Unquestionably, Steve Horn is an outstanding human being? an excellent Congressman, and n man 
we are proud to call our s e n d .  He is also a fiend of India. Thank you for your consideration. 

Professor of Political Science Professor of CS& Emaeering 
California State University, Long Beach 

Dr. Davinder and 
Professor of Economics 
California State University, h n g  Beach 

Pald for by GI& SrOga 
A ~ t b o i a r d  by the stew Born lor Cungms Coarmiltee, 3!W h e  ~venax, CA MBM. Nap p-ed or dkd a tarpopr/pmnmenp -ma. 



STEM3 HORN: OFFICIAL STATEMENT ON UNFaPD STATES-INDIA RELATIONS 

1) India and the United States have a unique W--they are the two largest democracies in the world. 

2) I have visited India three times and have the greatest respect for the petlgle, culture, and history of that 
nation. 

3) I support India’s territorial integrity. 

4) The United States should not interfere in the affairs of the sovereigii nation of India. For example, &e 
dispute with Pakistan over Kashmir is being addressed in bilateral negotiations between these two nations 
as provided in the Simla agreement of 1972. I support t%s process. 

5) I condemn terrorism no matter what the source, partidarly that WE& causes loss of hnocent human 
life. 

6 )  It is my hope that relations between the United States and India WilI Wive and grow in this ~ l e w  era 
after the Cold Was. In that context, I greatly enjoyed attenrling the recent address to Congess by &e 
Honorable Prime Minister of India, P. V. Narassimha Rao. He has implemented bold policies to improve 
India’s economy. 

7) It is my hope that the United States and India will work togetber to foster stability, economic growth, 
and peace. 

8) I will continue to work, as I have in the past, for fair treatment of the Indian-American community in 
the United States. Specifically: 

a) for policies on immigration to help re-unite families, 

b) for policies based on individual merit in university admissions, 

c) for prevention of crimes motivated by e t h i c  prejudice ad, 

d) for an economy, an educational system, and a health m e  system in which apportmhy 
and success is based on the merit of an individual and not on ethnic background or the 
place of one’s birth. 

- 
mer ,  please 



Political: 

Elected in November, 1992, to represent the 38th Congressional District 
(Bellflower, Downey, Lakewood, Long Beach, Paramount, San Pedro, and 
Signal Hill). The district includes the Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles, 
the Long Beach Naval Shipyard, and major aerospace employers such as 
McDoM~U Douglas and Rockwell. 

Serves on the Public Works and Transportation Committee, and the 
Government Operations Committee of the Mouse. Also serves as Co-Chair 
of the House Republican Task Force on the Budget, and as a Member of the 
Mouse Republican Task Force on Campaign Finance Refom Serves as one 
of the two freshmen Co-Chairs of the bipartisan CaWornia Congressional 
Delegation Task Force on Defense Reinvestment and Economic 
Development. 

Has focused his legislative efforts on reducing the budget deficit, r e f o d g  
campaign finance, and aiding cities and counties to hire more police. 

Ran a grass-roots campaign and took no Political A d o n  Committee money 
(one of only 35 House Members to take no PAC I-IIOR~Y). 

PreviouS: 

President of California State University? Long Beach for 18 years (named one 
of the "100 most effective college Presidents" in the country in a 1986 national 
study). 

Author of three books on refoming Congressional ethics, budgeting, and 
organization. 

Founding Member and past Chairman ofthe National h t ih i t e  of Corrections 
(U. S. Department of Justice), 1969-1988. 

Vice chairmm and Member of the United States Commission on Civil Rights, 1969- 
1982. 

Personal: 

Manied 39 years to Nini Horn. Two grown children. 

Stanford (AB. and Ph.D), Harvard (M.PA) 

Eight years, U. S. Army Reserve, Strategic Intelligence 
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L." , h Crime: 
Authored %-OOPS to Cops" proposal which provides funds to counties and cities to &re 
demobilized militaxy personnel to serve bcd law enforcement. Passed by &ngres in 
1993, a pilot program is to begin in 1994. Supported additional Congressional efforts to 
aid states, counties, and cities to deal with c ~ i e .  

Economy and Budget Deficit: 
Authored §eve& proposals to cut federal spending across the board with the exmptions 
of Social Security; Medicare; civil, nditaly, and veterans' retirement programs; Mead sm, 
and interest on the federal debt. Proposals would have dramaticdy redumd ~e deficit 
and balanced the budget within 10 years or less. A d o n  blacked by the partisan Rules 
Committee of the House. Will be back in 1994 wiih a renewed effort. 

Opposed the Clinton tax increase plan because the tax increase will hurt economic g r o h ,  
and most of the promised spending cuts wili never materialize. By the President's o m  
admission, his plan will never balance the budget. 
&-sponsored the Balanced Btldget Amendment to the Caustitutioi~ 

Co-Chair (with Chris Cox) of the House Republican Tak Force on the Budget. 

hca l  economr 

Organized and led the bipartisan Congressional coalitions to save the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard (a coalition of 16 Representatives) and the McDonneU Douglas C-17 (a coalition 
of 40 Representatives). Both are critical to our national defense and contribute thousands 
of jobs and billions In revenue to our local economy. 

Political Reform: 

Original co-sponsor of, and helped lead, the successful insurgent effort to end secrecy in 
Congress by making public the names of Representatives who s ip  "discharge petitions." 
Continues to be one of the few Members of Congress who refuses d l  money from Political 
Action Committees (FACs). 

eo-sponsored the lading bipartiman campaign finance refom proposal. This proposal was 
blocked from being voted on by the Rules Committee of the House. 
&-sponsored the Term Limits Amendment to the Constitution. 

Illegal Immigration: 

Vigorously worked for $60 million in additional funds passed by the House ta &en 
the Border Patrol. &-sponsored legisla~on to: establish a counterfeit proof %cia1 
Security card to prevent illegal aliens from getting jobs (first advocated th is  in 1980, 
President Clinton is the first President to support it); increase penalties for smugghg 
illegal aliens; prohibit welfare benefits to illegal aliens; speed up the process to d e p r t  
criminal illegal aliens; authorize the military to perfom border patrol activities. 

Health Care: 

Original co-sponsor of the leading bipartisan bill to refom our h d t h  rn sy&m. n i s  
bill, the "Managed Competition Act of 1993," would ensure universal access to health care, 
prevent denial of coverage due to pre-existing conditions, preserve the right of patients to 
choose their own care and promote a vigorous competitive market to keep costs down. 
This bill would also cost taxpayers $100 billion less each year than the Clinton p1m. 

Continued on bask 



Defense Conversion: L, 

Authored legislation to simplify the Federal land Risposal pmWS making available 
former military land for I d  use. This was passed by Congpes~. 
Assisted California State University, Long Beach’s suc~es~ful bid for $4 million io federal 
funding to match $4 lnillicpn in pIivare funding for a new manufacburhg engineerins 
program. 
Freshman &Chair of the California Congressional Delegation Task E ~ s e  on Defense 
Conversion . 

Commerce and International Trade: 
Strongly supported the North Armedan Free Tmde mf& ( N m A )  passed by 
Congress and signed into law by President Clinton. N m A  lowers tariffs between 
America and Mexico. This will mean ILIOH~ jobs fob  h e r i c a ~ n s  h America and lower 
prices for American consumers. 

Recommended B Free Trade %ne fOr the Port of L Q ~  Llngeeles. NegotiatioIis are now 
under way between the two ports to avoid overlap. 

and Los Angeles move more cargo more efficiently and reduce traffic WngesF-ion. 
Successful!y urged the Secretary of Transportation to include the Almeda C b ~ d o r  fhe 
National Highway System. 

Aerospace and High Technology: 

- 

- Actively working for the AIarneda Corridor Prci,j& which will help the Ports of Long Beach 

- 

Suppod& America’s Space Station Freedom-which won by one vote. This is our prenu-er 
technologid project for the 21st Century and is &tiCa] to &he nation’s leadership in 
science, space, and technology. Rockwell and Mcbnnell Douglas are key subantracton. 
Successfully worked ta prevent NASA &om relocating the Southern California space 
industry to Texas. 

i Social Policy: i 
Family Leave: Supported the bipahan Family Leave Act of 1993 which gives wor$ciug 
mothers--or fathers-up to 12 weeks off from work (without pay) after the birth of a child 
or due to a medical emergency. Mfoixia already has a policy of 16 weeks of family 
leave. By bringing the rest of the country more in line with CaIifornia, this will also 
improve our business competitiveness. 

Unemployment IQSULZUIC~: Supported the extension of unemployment mmpnsation to 
alleviate the suffering caused by the deep recession and chronic unemployment in Southern 
California. 

National Service: Original co-sponsor of the National Senice Act signed into law by 
President Clinton. This program will praide opportunities for thousaxlds of deserving 
young people to finance their college education in return for hyo years of comunity 
service. 

Vetems Health Care: Personally intervened With the Secretary of Veterans AfMn to 
remmend changes that would allow more in-home sewices to be avdabble ta quadriplegic 
veterans. This recommendation was accepted and is now being implemented. 



CONGRESSM TEVE HORN WE-ELECTi 
3944 Bine Avenue 

bong Beach, CA 90809 
(562) 492-9389 

From: Anne Cramer, Chair of Congressman Steve Horn’s Re-Election Campaign, June 4, 1998 

Subject: Campaign Update on the Contest Between Congressman Steve Horn and Peter Mathews 

w 

Enclosed are the official election returns showinp Steve Horn’s great victory in the “‘open 
primary” on Tuesday. June 2. California’s open primary allows all voters of any party to vote for 
any candidate. Thus, this is a preview of the general election. 

Steve Horn won an outripht victorv over opponent Peter Mathews even though there was 
another Republican candidate in the primary (that candidate is now e!iminated which can only 
help Horn in November). The victory also shows Horn’s great ability to attract votes from 
Democrats, Independents, as well as Republicans. Mathews has again failed to retain the loyalty 
of Democratic voters who make up 5 1% of the District. 

The results can only be described as a maior setback for Mathe\%. Mathews had public& 
announced that his goal was to win the open primarv outright (source: Long Beach Grunion 
Gazelle, May 14, 1998, Page 35). He had also claimed that he was the “front-runner” in the 
primary (source: Mathews brochure, May 30, 1998). 

These results are remarkably similar to the general election contest between Horn and 
Mathews in 1994. Mathews had also promised victory then. only to be decisivelv defeated by 
Horn bv 21 Dercentage points. 

Mathews has run for office numerous times over the past 20 years. Mathews has never 
won a race for an elected office. 

The Horn campaign continues to pick up support. We are delighted to anngunce the 
endorsement of Dr. Krishna Reddy. National President of the Indian-American Friendship 
Council who stated: He understands the issues of 
importance to Indian-Americans and we wholeheartedly support him.” 

“I am proud to endorse Steve Horn. 

Note: This is not a solicitation for contributions or support. This is one in an ongoing series of 
communications Droviding factual information about Congressman Steve Horn and correcting 
the false or distorted statements made bv the omonent. 

Paid for by the Stere #lorn for Congress Commince. Not printed. procrssed. or mailed a1 axpnycr/govemmeot expense. 
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100.0% (362 of 362 )precincts reportiig as of Jun 04. 1998 at 8:Ol am 

. .  Democratic ..' ;i 

Republican 
~. 

?e te r Plat hews 2 9 , 4 6 5  100.0 

* S teve  Horn 4 4 , 3 7 E  8 5 . 9  
M s r g h e r i t a  Underhill 7 , 3 4 4  1 4 . 1  

2,047 100.0 
Libertarian 
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County Returns for 
United States Congress District 38 

This district is entirely contained within Los Angeles County 
County returns are identical to District-wide returns. 

Links to Other Races 
California 1998 Primary Election 

Propositions _I- Governor &rnev General 

US. Senate Secretary of State Superintendent of Public Instruction 
U.S. Conaress Controller Board of Equatization 
State Senate Treasurer 
State Assembly 

I_-- Lt. Governor -- Insurance Commissionor 

Abhabetic List ob Candidates 
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Lack of PM Covbsge ' 
Not s q * g  

lhsmnununity tcpt  eppropriate 

end congressional officon in 
W a s b g t o q  D.C.. an i t  opeos 
doars a countleM opportunities 
io atbar w a h  of tifa Furthur, it 

reeQgnlElon in the whits H o w  

pI0pUM O W  O w 4  C O ~ ~ t Y  
rIwmb.m to leek golirieal office4 
in the U.S. 

MadPn Gopd Bhatia 
Rowland Heights. Calif. 

c 

Funding Yes, But 
Not 'Matching' Funds 
Dear Editor, 

Caipf&onal candidate Peter 
MaLhews has been quoted in your 

SZM).ooO by the end of this 
month the Democratic National 

chingfunda tooNm(l-%'. June 171. 
Mnthawr has m e t e d  thia e t a b  
meat at virrually every sgthering 
of the 'I* Amesicnn corn 
munity u w  b l a s t  &womontha 

Aftar checking with party 
soureaa it has been hrnd that 
PeterMsLhewaia wmuglyrtating 
!he Ineta The Demorretic N5t iOIb  
aI Commivss han no proxrrun of 
givlismalchinglun&tonnycon~ 
grearional cnndibte. Them is. 
hawever. II Cangressional cam- 
prig GDmmittm headd by Con. 
grsssmnn Vic Fazio. which M p s  
Democratic candidrtcs raise 
money. Thia cammirtee in also 
limilod by low LO give any i ~ t c h -  
hg funda Thare u an u p w  tinut 
of about ~ , o o O  thal can be 
given (4 a candidat8 by either 
political party. Such fiid 
nuristance is only given LO haw 
adidale8 who am contesting 
racw apecififfilly tar8eb-d by tho 
committee. To ~ date. Peter 
Mnthews' district is ncl one of 
them. 

We understand thaL Mnthewe 
ban been told that if hg raisea 
mom than s2M).ooO by the end of 
June. he wiU b considered n 
8erIr.u~ chnllenger, nnd may ex. 
p e t  help from rhe party. 
we. Indkul settlers in California, 
aupport Peter Mnthews. and wan1 
him ta win t& election Nolhing 

'. wii.pleaJs us mom than to ses 

~n the nouse of b v m i ~ ~  

pS&W M Ob- Lhat if he I 8 k  

P u t y  Icommittm) will give a b  

'.him and other Indian candidates 

We do nol. however. want him to 
make any mislseding atatamsnta. 

Anand Choprs 
' First Vice Prrsident. 

IndPAmerican Pdil*al 
; &tion Member, Caiirornie 

Dernountic P a r y  Central 
chlrnittm 

Anaheim. Calif. - 
Aryu Samaj 
And Politics 

Denr Editor. 
5- Itr formation in 1875. the 

Arya h j  had w e d  tha H i n  
du community not oniy in the 
rellgiaua iialcl but m m  8(> in 

.plait ths time of neRd IJ ap&m 
roeial W' idso Mp" tha. FQ 

iy ear*& r iou !ud the 
.' Hydsrrhd SlQWaIlM UI 1838. 

1Pn-t- A#X 

J 
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Mulhews hod widaspreed loo01 name reooonition, llacl garnsied seved  lnlportant 

andorrements, inoludlng those ol $enator Barbara Boxer, Congrtaorman Metthaw 

Marlinezjtha AfL-CIO and b $400,000 war 6 h W  

I t  appears that the postal ayetem may have glrny~d a key part in Mathows' loss. 

volbra oornplelned of iiot reoeivlng Mothew$' rnoilings, fourte~n 38%iolrict post offlces. 

V h k h  serve 670.000 reaidanis and 260,QOO voters, were oontaoted. Most wore 

cooperative and openea their bulk mall logs. for the pQriod In queslisn to Mothews anci 

Ctrnphi$n aides. Mathews end his staff dlscoverod that QUI of eighteen politioal bulk 

m@lllnQs to volere in the (110trbt, OQMplieBd of appsoxirnotoly 6QO.000 yieoos st a cog1 01 



. 

Arr m g r y  Peter Mathews reported thia evldence 10 Ed buran of 1118 Postal IncpBCtOr 

Generel's Office in Pasadena on Friday, Docember 29, 1995. Asslstani Inspe~tor Len 

EIlls began an immediate InvWgetlon, Mathewu' and tils campaign sloff nhd i! 

inconceiveble that nearly 600,000 pleoes of mail ooilld not he nGCOtintod for and look 
forward 10 llle resulte of the aulhorlred Investigetion from the Postal lnopoctor 

Gonoral's Of floe. 

Methew6 ssld, %hi3 represonla not only a 1884 ekeorlor1 loss for me, but also tor the 

08cnovatlc Pelly and the progrsssivs C~~nsH\uents of m y  38th district! We &re hoping 

that the InVeStlgatiOn wlli be esnoludsd Boon to poolst us In our vlolory efforts for the 

NOvgmber 0996 elsctloi>s." 



_2-___ Jaiiun . 11,1996 
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t's the same old Washington song and dance. Incumbent 
Steve Horn told us that he was different. He told us that he 
would represent the people. not just the special interests. 
lirician Steve Horn told us a lie. 

Instead of working to solve the problems of everyday people 
in our district! incumbent Steve Horn has quickly become a 
part of the problem in Washington. 

PLAYING THE WBHIZNGTON GAME 

ack home the unemployment rate is ii% as we suffer through the 
worst recession since the Great Depression, but Steve Horn votes 

against helping American workers (HR.1335). While we need good jobs 
to maintain a stable middle class, Horn votes against efforts to make our economy more compet- 

itive (HR.1335). And while kids and seniors face more pressures than ever before, politician Steve Horn 
votes against Head Start and Medicare funding. 

SPENDING OUR MONEY 

It's not that Horn is against spending money. He's spent plenty of i t  on his own office ... almost $100,000 of our 
money on mailings back to the district. And even though Horn refuses to help unemployed Americans, he sup- 
ports ;ending $1.6 billion of our tax dollars to Russian workers. 



..A TYPICAL POLITICIAN 

-Steve Horn is a typical politician. He sa>.s one thing to 115, then changes his tune once he 
gets back to Washington. 

Politician Horn tells us he's not one of them, but Horn has been a member of'the 
Washington establishment since the 1950s when he went to work as a bureaucrat in the 
Republican administration. Horn tells us he's an educator. but hc was fired [ram his job 
as a collegc administrator after mishandling millions of dollars ( S a  Lorig Bracii P1rss 
Tclcgr-am, 1 l /Mi) .  Horn says he refuses all PAC moneg; but in fact he has accepted 
thousands of PAC dollars, including S1,250 from the California Medical PAC, 51,000 
from the UPS PAC, and 5250 from the National Ready Mix Concrete Association. 

IT'S TIME TO SING A DIFFEENT TUNBE 
6, p 

ongressman Steve Horn is letting the special 
tune. He said he was different. But as soor 

got back to Washington he changed his tune. 
Let's not blow it again. On November 8. vote 
NO on politician Steve Horn. 

DON'T BEQW IT. 
VOTE NO OM STEVE HORN. <%- 

interests call his 

LWJ 



L'S Posiapr 
PAID 

Permrr ~ 8 3 2  
Long Beach. C.4 

j:-. 
I :  
F .  
. .  . .  


